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MCI Teleco..unications corporation and MCIMetro

(collectively MCI) respectfully subait these supp1eaenta1

reply co...nts herein. Several of the Regional Bell Operating

Companies (RBOCs) , with the notable exception of Aaeritech,

present a two-part message in their supplemental co_ents: (1)

keep local number portability (LKP) implementation open-ended

and study it to death; and (2) don't halt the financial "gravy

train" we have in selling interim portability to our dependent

competitors. Both positions are contrary to the requirements

of the Teleco_unications Act of 1996 (1996 Act) and are

designed to keep competitive local exchange carriers (CLECs)

at a maximum disadvantage for the longest time possible.

I. The co_ission Has the Authority To Regulate Both Interim
and Long-Term Number Portability

Although the 1996 Act gives the Federal Co_unications

co..ission (FCC or co_ission) plenary authority to address

and resolve numbering issues on a national basis (Section

251 (e), Pacific Bell (PacBell) and BellSouth incorrectly claim

that the FCC cannot address issues related to interim local

number portability (ILKP). The fact that the Act requires

LECs to provide ILNP until a permanent solution can be

i.plemented doea pgt i~1r the FCC'S authority to regulate

nmc'd0d--~
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The 1996 Act clearly qives the FCC the

authority to impl..ent both "true" and interim portability

(Sections 251(b) (2) and 271(c} (2) (B) (xi}). Furthermore, under

the communications Act (Section 4(i)} the Commission clearly

po.sesses the authority to institute whatever steps are

necessary to achieve number portability.l

II. The CO_iasion Should rind that True Provider Number
Portability Is Feaaible using the Location Routing Number
Solution and Establish an Impleaentation Date

with respect to lonq-term number portability, the FCC

should take several actions consistent with the 1996 Act.

Pirst, it should find that true service provider portability

is technically feasible using the Location Routing Number

(LRN) solution that has been adopted in a number of state

workshops. second, the FCC should establish a schedule for

iaplementation nationwide, with deployment beginninq in third

quarter, 1997.

The LRN routing solution has been selected in state

workshops in Illinois, Maryland, Georgia and Colorado, and is

the routing solution identified as the best call model by the

broadest cross-section of the industry: heritech, AT&T, Bell

Atlantic (Maryland), BellSouth (Georgia), MCI/MCIMetro,

Metropolitan Fiber Systems, Sprint/Centel, Teleport

Co..unications Group, Time Warner, and US West (Washington).

~ New Inqland Tel. , Tel. y. rcc, 826 F.2d 1101, 1108
(D.C. Cir. 1987) (citation omitted) ; ADd Kabile CQ.unications
Corp. of America y. lCC, 1996 WL 99415 (D.C. Cir. Mar. 8, 1996).
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LaN is technically feasible and all major switch vandors have

aqraed that it can be i.pl_ented by third quarter, 1997. 2

Therefore, as Aaeritech (at 5) recomaends, "the Commission can

expedite deployment and help prevent waste and inefficiency if

it prescribes the [LRN] architecture that has already been

adopted in several states."

In contrast, however, s.varal of the RBOCs have suggested

alternatives to competitively-neutra1 LNP and numerous reasons

to delay implementation. On examination, none of these has

merit and all should be rejected. PacBell (at 4) advocates

"carrier choice," or allowing each carrier to select its own

triggering .echanism, because of its concern with "high cost

and technical ramifications" of LRN. Under the guise of

choice, PacBell is asking the Commission to sanction the LEC's

ability to subject calls to ported customer to inferior

routing comPared to routing enjoyed by nonported customers.

PacBell advocates "Query on Release" (QOR) routing, under

which the incumbent LEC's network would route all calls to

ported numbers first to the incumbent switch where the NPA-NXX

of the dialed number would reside. Under QOR, the call would

be "released" back to a previous switch in the call path, from

which a query to the database would be launched to determine

the routing number of the new serving switch. Calls to ported

numbers (~, most CLEC calls) would be routed over one or

2 MCI supports the joint stat_ant attasting to the
technical feasibility of LRN that is attached to reply comments of
The Association for Local Telecommunications Services (ALTS).
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IIOre additional trunks and throuqh one or more additional

switches before cOlBpletinq, thus sUbjectinq CLEC calls to

additional post-dial delay and qreater call blockinq

potential. Meanwhile, calls to nonPOrted numbers (~, most

incumbent LEC calls) would route directly to the correct

terminatinq end office.

Such inequitable routinq is contrary to the 1996 Act's

requirement that number portability be provided "without

bapairment of quality, reliability, or convenience when

awitchinq from one telecommunications carrier to another"

(Section 3(a) (46). Ironically, PacBell itself qives an

indication of how it would use such an inequity to its

competitive advantaqe when it states (at 9) that QOR would

"enjoy some reliability advantaqe." Any reliability advantaqe

achieved with OCR for the nonported calls would be qained

throuqh deqradation of service to ported calls.

With respect to the cost, PacBell claims <at 7) that LRN

would impose "massive financial burdens" compared to QOR. It

contends that LRN would cost $1 billion over a three-year

period. This astronomical estimate and clai.8 about the

comparative cost advantaqe of QOR over LRN are offered with no

support whatsoever. First, PacBell's own estimate for LRN

submitted to the California workshop3 (Attachment A hereto)

includes an estimate for LRN in the amount of $148 million in

3 California Local Number Portability Task Force Report,
dated Feb. 29, 1996, Att. 3 (PacBell estimates dated Dec. 15,
1995).



-5-

fixed costs, plus $26 million in recurring costs. Second,

PacBell provides no estiaate at all for QOR. However, its

.stimates to the California workshop for Releas.-to-Pivot

(RTP) 4 (Attachment B hereto) show costs of $102 million in

fixed costs, plus $19 million in recurring costs; this

estimate does not take into account the significant network

transit costs it would incur (~, for additional trunk and

switching capacity) to accomplish the inefficient RTP/QOR

routing. Thus, any cost advantage, if it exists at all, is

likely to be negligible and would not justify implementation

of disparate routing schemes.

PacBell's assertion (at 8) that pursuit of QOR would not

delay availability of LNP because vendors are still in the

preliminary stages of writing their requirements could not be

further from the truth. Vendors have had completed LRN

specifications in hand since November, 1995, while they have

nothing more than an inquiry letter, delivered in the last

three week., for QOR (attached to PacBell' s supplemental

cOJlJlents) . LRN and QOR are not in the same stages of

development and allowing PacBell to pursue its "choice" would

clearly delay portability implementation.

Several RBOCs suggest various reasons and methods to

delay moving forward rapidly with LRN. For example, NYNEX (at

4) asks for a Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking to develop

4 PacBell has apparently backed off support for the RTP
approach and is now supporting its ugly sibling QOR.
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a comprehensive record. BellSouth, SBC and Bell Atlantic

suggest variations of how "the industry" should develop a

long-term solution. The.. co_enters would have the FCC

ignore the fact that the industry already has developed a

technically feasible solution -- LRN -- and instead ask the

Alliance for TelecolDDlunications Industry Solutions (ATIS), the

North American Numbering Council (NANC), or an industry task

force to develop a portability solution. ATIS is known for

its inability the achieve consensus on complex issues in a

timely manner; the NANC does not even exist yet; and another

industry task force would merely duplicate the efforts of

state workshops already working around the country. BellSouth

and Bell Atlantic are already participating in LRN

implementation efforts in Georgia and Maryland, respectively.

These types of recommendations would result in unnecessary

delay, not expeditious implementation.

Certain points raised in COlDDlents with respect to LRN

must be clarified. NYNEX (at 5) is incorrect in its

contention that LRN will not support services that are

available to customers today such as Automatic Recall and

Automatic Callback. NYNEX itself resolves this issue when it

acknowledges, in footnote 6, that "the software being

developed by vendors to provide LRN does not deny these

features in the switches." In other words, it is only the

current switch architecture that would not accolDDlodate these

features and vendors have addressed this deficiency in the
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upgrades that will be available during the first quarter of

1997 for LRN nwaber portability. Thus, there will be no loss

of features with LRN.

NYNEX further clai.. Cat 5) that the mid-1997 date for

implementation of number portability using the LRN solution is

based on the erroneous assumption that LRN will resolve all

issues. In fact, much more that the routing arrangement has

been agreed to by industry participants in the Illinois

proceeding. significantly, as noted by Time Warner Cat 6-7),

these carriers have reached consensus on all relevant

technical obstacles to the deployment of LRN, including

requirements for switching, operator services, signal transfer

points, service control points, billing and rating, and

service management systems.

Despite these RBOC attempts to convince the co_ission to

delay expeditious LRN deploYment, or perhaps because of them,

the FCC should establish a schedule for implementation

nationwide, with deployment beginning no later than September

of 1997. Substantial rollout for the major markets should

occur within three years. The Commission should track the

progress by requiring carriers to report achievement of

certain milestones. For example, carriers could be required

to implement portability to 40 percent of major markets by the

end of 1998, an additional 40 percent by the end of 1999, and

an additional 20 percent by the end of 2000. Penalties should

be included to enforce the implementation schedule. For
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example, after 12/97, RBOCs would assume all costs of

providing RCF and DID; an RBOC applying for in-region

interLATA services would be denied, unless the RBOC can show

detailed plans to implement true number portability by 12/97,

or that it has implemented true number portability after

12/97; and an RBOC that fails to implement true number

portability after 12/97 would be subject to enforcement

provisions of section 271(d) (6).

III. The co_ission Can and Should Regulate Interim
Portability Measures

As noted in section I above, the Commission has the

authority to regulate interim portability. At a minimum, the

Act allows the FCC to determine how the competitively-neutral

requirements apply.s It is clear, however, through a complete

reading of the Act, that where the Act refers generally to

coapetitively-neutral recovery of nWlber portability costs

(Section 251(e) (2», this section mYat apply to both interim

and permanent number portability. Congress recognized the

S

importance of number portability and intended that new

entrants not be disadvantaged by RBOC control of nWllbers. The

allowance for ILNP was no more than a concession to the

present unavailability of a permanent portability solution,

not an authorization for incumbents to keep new entrants at a

Indeed, NYNEX (at 3, n. 2) acknowledges that tithe
Commission may wish to include in its rules implementing Section
251 a requirement that rates for interim number portability be
consistent with Section 251(e) (2) of the Act.
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aaximum disadvantage by torcing thea to bear all the costs of

lIMP through unilateral pricing of RCF and DID.

Despite RBOC clai.. to the contrary (Bell Atlantic at 3;

BellSouth at 5; Ameritech at 6), there ia a need as a result

of the Act for the co..ission to take action on ILNP

arrangements. 6 The RBOCs currently have the incantive and

ability to delay i~le••ntation of true number portability.

While interim portability continues, the RBOCs can create

large revenue streams from the sale of high-priced bottleneck

RCF and DID. Also, at least some RBOCs (e.g., NYNEX) intend

to keep all the access revenues associated with calls to CLECs

that first go through the RBOC for RCF and DID routing.

In order to co~ly with the Act, the Commission should

clearly establish that the costs of providing interim

portability must be recovered on a competitively-neutral

basis, in accordance with Section 251 (e) (2) . Failure to

interpret the "competitively-neutral" requirement to include

interim portability would frustrate competitive entry into the

local market and rapid availability of true provider number

portability.

Further, MCI suggests that the interim portability cost

recovery requirements adopted by the New York Department of

6 Bell Atlantic and BellSouth state that there is no need
for FCC action on ILNP cost recovery because the states have
already resolved these issues (e.g., by allowing incUllbents to sell
lIMP to dependent coapetitors as retail services), while Aaeritech
goes so far as to sU9ge.t that the co..ission is precluded from
addres.ing ILNP rat_king because ILNP does not fit the statutory
definition of "nUllber portability."
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Public Services should serve as a JIOdel in developinq and

i~le.entinq a ••chanis. for such competitively neutral

interim portability cost recovery. Basically, this model

requires competitively-neutral sharinq of interim portability

costs on the basis of subscriber lines. 7

IV. Conclusion

The 1996 Act rePOs.s in the Co..ission plenary authority

to deal with nUllberinq issues, includinq both interim and

permanent solutions to local nUllber portability. MCI

respectfully requests that the co_ission find that true

service provider number portability is feasible usinq the LRN

solution. Further, the FCC should establish a tim.frame for

co_ence••nt and completion of number portability for the

major markets. And, the Commission should ensure that interim

portability measures are provided in a competitively-neutral

manner.

Respectfully SUbmitted,

Dated: April 5, 1996

MCI TELECOlOlUNlCATIONS CORPORATION
MCIMetro

By· ~~ ,.C(Zetta~ia ~
Donald J. B rdo
1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 887-2082
Its Attorneys

7 The New York co.-ission determined that all custo.ers
benefit fro. number portability and that, therefore, all carriers
should contribute to its development. contributions are based on
the number of subscribers.
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Results

• Mel - Carrier Portability Code:
-Initial Cost (1997 dollars) - $175,000,000 .
-Recurring Cost (1997 dollars) =$29'~O.l0oa

• ATT - Location Routing Number:
-Initial Cost (1997 dollars) = $1~.OOOJOOO

-Recurring Cost (1997 dollars) =$26,000,000

• GTE - Non-geographic. Number (100/0 ported traffic):
-Initial Cost (1997 dollars) = $102,000,000
-Recurring Cost (1997 dollars) =-$29,000,000
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Results

• GTE - NOn-geographic Number (40% ported traffic):
-Initial Cost (1997 dolara) =$111-.000,000
-Recurring Cost (1997 dollars) = $29,000,000

• Pacific Bell- RTP (10% & 40% ported traffic):
-Initial Cost (1997 dollars) =$41 .000,000
-Recurring Cost (1997 dollars)" =$17,000.000

.' .

-._-- ..._.--"..--. -_.~----~ _. ---.-. -,.. _.--_ .._-- _._-----,._--_._--,_.----_._--¥----------------'---------------
~~-- '- _._- -- ~_... _.__._,.. ._-----~~'<- ~.~-._---,_., ~,,--- -_._~_ .. _._ ..~, ...._------_. ~ .._-

DRAFT
PACIFICII BELL



C..,XIXca.. 01 lAne.

I, Varnell V. Garey bereby certify that the foraqoing
"."~~aL -..LY~..,.", CC Docket No. 95-116 was served
this 5th day of April, 1996, by lUiling true copies thereof,
postage prepaid, to tbe following persons at the addresses listed
below:

Garey

*DllD-DEtIVDID

Peter Ardl, Jr.
Wward W. O'Neill
PJJea S. Levine
AbBey' for die People of die State

of CaIifonia aDd die Public Utilities
Com:n'IIiOll of die S1ate of California

50S Va NeI8 Avenue
San FraDCiIco, CA 94102

Mark C. JtoIIenblum
JobnJ.la~r

Clifford K. Williams
AT&T
Room 3244Jl
295 Nordl Maple Avenue
Baslcina Rid&e, NJ 07920

Richard J. Metzger
Ge8enl COUDIIel
~ for Local Telecommunications

SetviC81
1200 19th Street, N.W., Suite (iJ7

Waabinpm, D.C. 20009

Bet&y L. Anderson
Duue K. Thompson
Bell AtIan1ic
1320 N. Court House Road
Arlington, VA 22201

Alan F. Ciamporcero
PacificTeaia
Federal ReauJab'y Relatioos
1275~ Avenue, N.W.
Suite 400
WubiDaton, D.C. 20004

Lucie M. Mates
'l'bereIa L. Cabral
Sarahll...in
Pacific Telesis
lofO New MoataomerY Street, Room 1526
San Frmcisco, CA 94105

Brian Conboy
Sue D. Blumenfeld
'I1aomu Jooes
wn].JOE FARR et GALLAGHER
1'1aree lafayette Centre
llSS 21st Street, N.W.
WubiDafoo, D.C. 20036
Auomeyl for Time Warner Communications

1IoldiDp, Inc.

Maureen Thompson
New &gland Telephone and Telegraph

Company
New York Telepbone Company
10lJS Avenue of Americas
New York, NY 10036



Judith sa. J..edaer-Roty
Jolla W. IIuDticr
1lBBD SWI'11I SHAW & MCCLAY
0. Fruidia Square
Suite 1100 But Tower
W........., D.C. WOOS

GeaevieveMorelli
Vice PnIideut and

GeMnl Counsel
TIle Competidve TeIecommuaicadoos
~

U40 Coaaecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 220
WubiDgton, D.C. 20036

Daoay B. Adams
Stewa A. Aupstiuo
WILEY, REIN & FIELDING
1776 K Street, N.W.
WubiDplD, D.C. 20006
Atsomeyl for Tbe Competitive

Telecommunications Association

Paul Rodprs, General CouaIeI
Charles D. Gray, Assi8CaDt General COUD&e1
James Bradford Ramsay, Deputy Assistant

Geaera1 Counsel
Nadoall~tion of Reaulatory

Udlity Commissioners
1102 ICC Building, Post Office Box 684
WubiDgton, D.C. 20044

Am E. HeDkener
A._.. Atmmey GeDera1
Public Utilities Section
180 But BrOId Street
ColumbuI, OH 43266-0573

2

RowIaDd L. Curry, P.E.
DireckJr
TeIepboDe Utility Analysis Civilian
Public UdJity Commission of Texas
7800 SIaoal Creek Boulevard
Austin, TX 78757-1098

RidIard A. M\IIC&t.4._. AtaorDey General
sateofTuu
Cow-l for TX-ACSBC
Otfice of.. Attorney General
P.O. Box 12548
Austin, TX 78711-2548

Richard F. NeIaon, Chair
Florida 9-1-1 Coordinator Group
Marion County
Board of County Commissioners
2631 S.E. 2nd Street
Ocala, FL 34471-9101

Joel H. Levy
Cohn aDd Marks
Suite 600
1333 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
WIIbiDpm, D.C. 20036
Auomeys for National Wireless Resellers

Aaaociation

William B. Barfield
Jim O. Uewe1lyn
BelISoud1 Corporation
1155 Peachtree Street, N.E., Suite 1800
Adama, GA 30309-3610

M. Robert Su1berJaDd
Theodore •• KiDpley
BeIlSouth TeJecommunicationl, Inc.
4300 Sou1bern Bell Center
675 West Pead1tree Street
Atlan1a, GA 30375



Larry A. Peck
Pruk MictIllel PaDek
AaorDIya tOr Ameritech
RO€ND4H16
2000 W. Ameritech Center Drive
HoffmIIl &tates, IL 60196-1025

Robert M. Wiebki
Sam LaMartiaa, Esq.
ITN Lepl. Replatory Affairs
1500 W. 110th Street, Suite 600
Overland Park, KS 66210

GIeD S. Ricbards
PiIber Wayland Cooper Leader
& Zaraaoza L.L.P.

2001 PeDalylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 400
WasbinIDl, D.C. 20006

Andrew D. Upman
R.uIIeU M. Blau
Swi4Ier A Berlin, Chartered
3000 K Street, N.W.
WIIbinpm, D.C. 2(XX)7

Attorneys for MFS Communications
Company, Inc.

DenL. Poole
Jeffrey S. Bork
U.S. West
1020 19th Street, N.W., Suite 700
Wasbingkm, D.C. 20036

Mary McDermott
UodaKeat
ClIarIea D. Cosson
U.S.TeJepboDe Association
1401 H SU'eet, N.W.
Suite 600
WasbiDIkm, D.C. 20005

3

Robert M. Lynch
MaryW. Marks
J. Paul Waltlenl, Jr.
Attorneys tbr SBC Communications

IDe.
17S E. Houlton, Room 1262
San Antonio, TX 7820S

Jay C. lCaidaley
Norina T. Moy
ICeDt Y. Nakamura
Spriat Corporation
1850 M Street, N.W., Suite 1110
Wasbingkm, D.C. 20036

Mary E. Burpss
Staft' Counsel
Sate of New York Department of

Public Service
Three Empire Sate Plaza
Albany, NY 12223-13S0

Harold L. Stoller
Riclaard S. Wolters
Special A....... Attorney General
S27 But Capiml Avenue
P.O. Box 19280
SpriDgfield, IL 62794-9280

J. Mannina Lee
Vice Prelident, ReauJatory AffAirs
Teleport Cooummicatioos Group, Inc.
Two Teleport Drive, Suite 300
S1ateD Island, NY 10311



MiduIeI F. Altschul, Vice Preaident
ad Ge8eral CounIeI

RaIIdall S. Coleman, Vice Pre8ident
~ Policy & Law

Breada K. PenDiD&ton
Cellular Telecommunieatioos Industry

.wocia1ion
12S0 eo.ecucut AVeaIe, N.W., Suite 200
WuhiDpJa, D.C. 20036

Mark S1adaiw
AirTouda Paaina
1bree FOI'ClIt Plaza
12221 Merit Drive, Suite 800
Dallas, TX 75251

Carl W. Northrop
Bryaa Cove, L.L.P.
Arch Communications Group
700 Tbit1een1h Street, N.W.
Suite 700
WuhiDpJa, D.C. 2000S

lila M. zaina
Geaeral Counsel
oPASTCO
21 Dupoat Circle, N.W.
Suite 700
WuhiDpJa, D.C. 20036

StepbeD. G. Kraskin
Tbomu G. Moorman
Xrukin & Leese
U.S. IDtdco Networks, IDe.
2120 L Street, N.W., Suite 520
Wubingtoo, D.C. 20037

David J. Gudino
GTE Service Corporation
1150 M SWeet, N.W., Suite 1200
WuhiDpJa, D.C. 20036

4

Robert S. Foo.ner
SeDior Vice Prelident

Gover..- Affairs
Lawrence It ICrevor
Director - Government AffairB
Laura L. Holloway, General Aaomey
NeDeI ComnanicatiODS, IDe•
soo eo.ectieut Avenue, N.W., Suite 1001
Wubinpm, D.C. 20006

Mark J. Golden
Vice PIeIideDt of IDdustry Affairs
The PeI'IODI1 Communications

Industry As8ociation
1019 19d1 S1reet, N.W., Suite 1100
Wubinaton, D.C. 20036

R. MichIel Sentowski
Jeffrey S. Under
Stephen J. Rosen
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
In6 Ie Street, N.W.
WuhiDpJa, D.C. 20006
Attorneyl for 1be Personal Communications

Industry Association

Kathy L. Sbobert
Director, Federal Affairs
General Communication, IDe.
901 15th Street, N.W., Suite 900
Wubington, D.C. 2000S

Catherine R. Sloan
:Richard L. Fruchterman
:Richard S. Whitt
WORLDCOM, INC.
Dlblal LDDS World Com
1120 Connecticut Avenue, N.W., Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20036



MarFt Smiley Humpbrey
X01'EEN A NAFTAUN
USO eo-ecticut Avenue, N.W., Suite 100
WIIIItiDIUa, D.C. 20036
Abney. for IDS Telecom

Oaarlea H. Helein
GeDeral C4uD&e1
HeWn A AMociates, P.C.
8110 Gree8Iboro Drive, Suite 700
?deLeaD, VA 22102
AtIiOrDeyt for America's Carriers

Telecommunication Association

William L. R.oughton, Jr.
1133 20ea S&reet, N.W.
WutaiIJIDa, D.C. 20036
A1torDeyI for PCS Prime Co., L.P.

Charles C. Hunter
Kevin S. DiLallo
Hunter It Mow, P.C.
1620 I Street, N.W., Suite 701
Wasbington, D.C. 20006

Joim A. MaUoy, Esq.
Vice PreIWent and General Counsel
Leo R.. Pitaimon, Esq.
00 CO'DDMU'icatioos Corporation
201 NOl1b Union Street, Suite 410
Alexandria, VA 22314

DaDiel L. Brenner
Neal M. Goldberg
David L. Nicoll
1724 Ma-cbuseus Avenue, N.W.
Wasbington, D.C. 20036
CouoIel for 1be National Cable

Television Association, Inc.

5

Mark J. o'Coaaor
Piper 7 Marbury L.L.P.
1200 19da Street, N.W.
Sevendl Floor
Wasbington, D.C. 20036

RidIard A. AMDff
NatioaaI BIehl. Carrier A8Jclation, Inc.
100 SowIl Jeftenon R.oBd
Whippany, NJ 07981

R.oaer W. S1einer
Alii...General Counsel
Attorney for 1be Missouri Public Service

Commillllion
P.O. Box 360
Jeffer80n City, MO 65102

CyDdUa B. Miller
~te Oeueral Counsel
Florida Public Service Commission
~ Shumard Oak Boulevard
Room 301, Gerald L. GUDter BuiJding
TaUabasaee, FL 32399-0850

Robert C. SdIooomaker
Vice President
GVNW 1Dc.lMaDqement
2270 l..aMoofal:w Way
Colorado Springs, CO 80918

Werrer K. Hartenberger
Laura H. PbiUips
J.G. JIarriDIUl
Dow, I4IneB It Albertson
12SS Twenty-third Street, N.W.
SuiteSOO
WubingDl, D.C. 20037
AtUDeys for The Ad Hoc CaWtion of

Competitive Carriers



Emily C. Hewitt
GeDeral CouDIIeI
GeDenI Services Admini*adon
II1b & F Streets, N.W., Room 4002
WaabiDIkm, D.C. 2040S

Slavely t KiDa & Associates, IDe.
1220 L $net, N.W.
W••i.., D.C. 20004
Economic Consultant

James R.. Robson
DooeJan, Cleary, Wood & Maler, P.C.
lloo New York Avenue, N.W., Suite 750
W......, D.C. 20005-3934
AtaonJe)'l fOr the NatiODll Emerpncy Number

Association

David~

L. Marie Guillory
N.tioRal Telephone Cooperative Association
2626 ~Ivania Aveuue, N.W.
WlUIbinI'oo, D.C. 20037

John T. Scott, ill
Cromwell & Moring
1001 Penmylvania Avenue, N.W.
WubiDIton, D.C. 20004-1595
Attorneys for Bell Atlantic Nynex Mobile, Inc.

PaIDe1a Por1in
Director ofExternal Affairs
U.S. AirWaves, Inc.
10500 N.E. 8th St., Suite 625
Bellevue, WA 98004

Jeffrey R. Olson, Esq.
Paul, Weill, IUfIdnd,

Wbat10a & Garrison
1615 L Street., N.W., Suite 1300
WlUIbinI'oo, D.C. 20036
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Robert M. Guns
W'JIbs, Al1iI, Hedrick & LaDe,

Char1Ilred
1666 Ie Streett N.W., Suite lloo
WaabiDIkm, D.C. 20006

Paul Gist
ChriItopIIer W. Savage
John C. DodIe
Cole, Raywicl & Braverman, L.L.P.
1919 PeaD8ylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suille200
WlUIbinI'oo, D.C. 20006
Attorneys for Jones Intercable, Inc.

fellY A. Peckhlm
Director - LePJative 7 Regulatory

Planni.
Cincinnati Bell Telephone
201 E. Four1h Street
P.O. Box 2301
Cincinnati, OR 45201-2301

Jere W. Glover, Esq.
Chief COWUJel
Barry PineIes, Esq.
Aaistmt Chief Counsel
Office of Advocacy
UDited States Small Business Administration
4091bird Street, S.W., Suite 7800
Washington, D.C. 20416

Gordon F. Scherer
President and Chief Executive Officer
Sdlerers Communications Group, Inc.
575 Scherers Court
Worthington, OR 43085



Grepy M. Casey, Esq.
SeDior VICe President
Vicbia A. SdI1esincer, EIq.
Teielaltioa 1IIternational, IDe.
67f11 Democracy Boulevard
Be1beIda, MD 2~17

David L. Kahn
clo BeDatrix International
4OS5 WiIIbire Blvd., Suite 415
Los Angeles, CA 90019
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